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THE PAULINE MANUSCRIPTS F AND G. 

A TEXT-CRITICAL STUDY. 

By William Benjamin Smith, 
Tulane University. 

II. 1 
We might proceed indefinitely with this comparison ; such a work 
would easily swell into a volume. But we must not pass over the 

ut quid 

false division in 5 : 6, where G has 6«r ti , but F 61 cm . . . . ut quid. 
In vs. 9 we read 

multo magis justificati nunc in sanguine 

TT0XX0) fiaXXov SiKauoOevTccr vvv ev rut atjuart 

Oavev. TToAAo) /uaWov 81 us est. Multo magis justi 

KonaOevTccr wv ev Taxn/ia ficati nunc insan 

Is it not plain that F is following a model that is not G ? Else why 
was $avev carried forward to the beginning of a new line ? Still more, 
why was n likewise torn off and carried forward, the second line being 
closed with at/ia ? There is ample room in both cases for the detached 
syllables to close the lines naturally and in harmony with G. 

At this point we may remark that this phenomenon of letters 
detached at the end or beginning of a line, where there is no apparent 
reason for detachment, and where but for this detachment the lines in 
F would match the lines in G precisely, beginning and ending alike 
— this phenomenon is conspicuous and constantly recurring, and of 
itself is decisive against the derivation theory of Hort and Zimmer. 
For we hold it to be psychologically impossible for F to have copied 
G into lines of slightly varying length, or number of letters, and yet 
to have been absolutely uninfluenced, in ending his lines, by the end- 
ings in G. When it was indifferent whether one or two letters more or 
less be placed in a line, the fact that the G-line lay there before him 
ending with a certain letter (or word) would infallibly have determined 
the copyist to end his line according to the pattern set before him. 
Now we have examined and noted all these endings, and we affirm 
there is no trace whatever in F of any adaptation of endings to the 
endings in G. Agreements do frequently occur, but no more 

'See this Journal, Vol. VII, pp. 452-85, July, 1903. 
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frequently than from the law of probability we should naturally 
expect. On the other hand, disagreements by excess or defect of two 
or three letters, or even of a single letter, present themselves abun- 
dantly, and often so perversely as to be entirely unaccountable on the 
hypothesis that F is transcribing G. There is no way to see the full 
force of this argument except by direct vision of the two codices. 

per mortem 

Resuming we find in vs. 10 in G Bia tou davarov, but F omits tou. 
In vs. 12 we find the inverse of the phenomenon in vs. 9 : the line in 
G ends with avova- ; but in F it is lengthened beyond the average by 
adding 8t torn away from ShjX&v, which is at the beginning of the 
next line in G. 

si enim 

In vs. 15 G has 6t yap, but F has 
i enim unius de 1 yap rrn tov tvixr irapairropia. 

Similarly in vs. 20, both N (from vo/ios) and L (from lex) have been 
omitted, Space has been left for N, in fact four spaces, which shows 
the absence of a capital, but none for L , whence it would appear that, 
in the original (F"), L had been written in the margin. So in vs. 18 
both A (from apa) and I (from igitur) have been omitted, and spaces 
are left. None of these omissions are suggested by anything in G. It 
seems impossible to resist the conviction that F is here copying a 
model in which these divisions have already been made, from which 
the capitals have already been lost as already explained, and that he 
is copying with slavish fidelity, letter by letter, refusing to supply a 
single letter even where he must have known certainly what was 
omitted. To think of such servility as elsewhere supplying or omit- 
ting words and clauses, opening and closing wide chasms, and recon- 
structing sentences, appears preposterous. 

per unius iustitiam 

In vs. 18 G has 0W00- to Sucauo/ia, but F Bievoo- kox Buauwfia {per 

unius iustitiam). No natural explanation can be given of this supplace- 

ment of to by nu, if F be copied from G 

In the Augiensis this chapter (5) closes, and chap. 6 begins, thus : 

7//no>v nostrum 

tow cpcvp-ev. em ficvw [Q]uid ergo dicemus permane 

The [@] is recentissima manu. But in G the rj/xwv closes a line and 

quid ergo 

the next line begins with Ti ow, no, space being left. Is it not 
visible that F is copying, but not copying G? Else why the blank? 
Why the omitted T and Q ? Why the "i\p.vw placed in a line by itself, 
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when there is ample space in the line above of only 16 letters? Simi- 
lar phenomena, sometimes even more striking, occur in nearly every 
page; as at 6:n; 6:18; 6:23; 7:4; 7:6; 7:20; 7:25; 8:12, 
et passim. 

In 7 : 8, 9 there is in F before Y/ucr a mark 7. We do not know 
what it means, unless a blank in some ancestor, but there is nothing 
in G to suggest it. 

In 8 : 1 7 G reads : 

et c haeredes autem christi 
kox. kAtj/jovo/aoi 8e yjto k. t. \. 
But F, 

kox. ic\r)po vo/xoi. et heredes. heredes quidem 

8« Xpv. <#• coheredes autem xpi. 

Here it is manifest that F has not been guided by G. But some- 
one may say that he has left the blank to bring about correspondence 
with his Latin text. This we cannot, indeed, disprove, yet it is 
improbable. For at 1 Cor. 1:27 just such a case arises, where the 
Latin is fuller than the Greek. What does F do? Leave a blank? 
Not at all. He goes straight forward with the Greek, inserts the Latin 
words (about twenty) in the Latin lines, lengthening them consider- 
ably, indicates the insertion by the superposed marks :., -h, :, and 
writes in the Greek margin deest in greco. We hold, then, that F rep- 
resents his Greek prototype at 8:17. 

In 8:20 we read : 

vanitati enim creatura subjecta est non volens 
T17 yap fiaraiorri rq ijkticcict virerayr] ov OtXovaa 

8«X« Tat - T V- 7 a P- /wujori). tat. Vanitati autem 

6 

tij. i). KajiirtuT. imtrayr}. ov creatura subjecta est non 

It seems plain that F is groping his way with exceeding caution, 
but utterly in the dark. Neither he nor G understands what he is writ- 
ing, but the former is lost as apparently is impossible with the latter 
to guide him. This fact comes out most broadly in rj. Kajurao-, which 

creatura 

no one can derive from tjktutcut. Undoubtedly F had before him 
HKATICGIC. Herein he recognized correctly the article H, though 
probably not as the article. The KA he perhaps thinks is for KAI; 
the rest he lets stand. But whence came the KA? We answer, it 
was the blunder of an earlier scribe, who mistook the simple K, perhaps 
accidentally written with a small down-stroke, K,, for the tachygraphic 
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symbol l£=KA. This explanation seems satisfactory, but our cause 
does not depend upon it or upon any other; we maintain merely that 
the passage in F is plainly not transcribed from G. 
In 7 : 19 we read: 

volo facio bonum sed quod malum hoc ago si aulem 

0e\(i> 7ro«i>. ayaOov AXXo. kolkov tovto irpaxram 6t 8c 

qd volo facio bonum. sed quod 0. OtXu>. iroiut ayadov. aAAo 

odio malum illud ago /x«t<ro>. kokov. tov. to Trpaxrvw. 

Whence comes the /a«io-o>? Certainly not from G. True, F might 
have looked back a page, to vs. 15, and there found 0XA.0 fteuru tovto 
and sed quod odio illud facio. But it seems in the last degree unlikely 
that he would do so, and even unlikelier still that he would dare modify 
his Greek to suit his Latin. We recall the admission of Zimmer 
(p. 472) and the fact that nowhere can it be proved or made probable 
that F's Greek has been conformed to his Latin. The only natural 
supposition is that he is transcribing literally. That he is not follow- 
ing G is still further evident from the false division of tov. to, which 
seems impossible to a reader of G, and that he is following some other 
prototype is seen in the position of at the beginning of a line in F, 
but at the end in G, although the preceding line in F is rather short 
than long. 

In 9:9 there is in G a blank space, one-fourth of a line, before 
Aoyti£erai, but none in F. At 9 : 14 we read in G : 

num quid iniquiias apud deum 
Mj; aBiKeia irapa 0(5 

But in F, 

uid ergo dicemus. numquid iniqui Ti ovv. epovfiev. /M). aSuca. 

fas apud dm. absit airapa. 0<3. /it), yevoiro. Tu>. 

We call especial attention to this instance. The deliberation with which 
the o is misplaced seems absolutely impossible in the presence of G. 
That F is following his pattern exactly is clear as noonday. That pat- 
tern began a paragraph at this point, as is proved by the Q dropped 
from Quid. Also the writer of the pattern knew that the a before 
7rapa belonged to the preceding aoWi, as is proved by the fact that he 
has divided iniqui-tas to correspond to aoWt-a. That the Latin has 
been divided in correspondence to the Greek, and not conversely, is 
proved by the almost exact equality of the Greek lines and the notable 
inequality of the Latin. But the F scribe understood none of these things, 
hence his sense-destroying interpunctuation. 
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At 9:31 G has: 
in legtm non pervenit 

CUT. VOflOV. OVK C<f>Oo)(EV 

But F, 

In legem justiciae non cur. voiiov * BiKaioo-vvrjo: ovk. 

Whence the oucauxrwrio-? Evidently it is an influx from the margin, as 
appears in the mark -i- = scilicet. There it was an explanatory gloss. 
The only supposition that can saye Zimmer's theory is that F* here 
deliberately introduces the word as a translation of his Latin justiciae. 
Against this we array F's dense ignorance of Greek, as vividly illus- 
trated in vs. 14; also the admission of Zimmer already quoted (p. 472); 
also the indication in -r- that the word has crept in from the margin ; 
lastly, the fact that the addition is by no means peculiar to F, but is 
powerfully supported by a long list of authorities headed by £ c FKLP. 
At 1 2 : 4 we read : 

membra autem 
Ta 8c fj.tX.ri 

omnia non eundem habit actum 

travra ov. ttjv. avnjv e\ei trpainv k. t. X. 

jraira. fieXr). ov rtpf. avrr/v. omnia membra non eundem 

■npoJztiv. «x £l - OuToKT. m. iroX habent actum. Ita mul 

Here the order of words in the two codices is twice opposed. It is 
extremely improbable that F has copied from G ; for, since fieXi/ ends 
the line in G, the scribe would naturally have put it down before notic- 
ing the iravra in the next line; his only motive for changing the Greek 
would have been the desire to conform it to the Latin — a motive which 
never swayed him (teste Zimmer), and which certainly was not in 
general felt. But even if he had felt it, he could easily have used the 
sigla /• , /• , as is actually done in the next line. Here the case is far 
clearer. For G's Greek does actually conform to the Latin order, but 
F's reverses it. Hence there can be no possible motive for F's reversal ; 
it must have been a mere blunder. But such a blunder was most 
unlikely, as anyone must see on reading G. On the other hand, both 
the orders in F, especially the second, are sustained by highly respect- 
able ancient authorities. 

At 9:33 we read in G and F: 

dali et qui crediderit in eo non confunditur 
SaXov Kai /o. 7rioT£uw aravrio ov ilij KaraxayyvOr) . . — 

ciruTTtvtov. eir. avrio. ov. (it). qui crediderit ineum non 
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This case is one of the plainest and most convincing. In order to have 
produced F from G the scribe must have misread o as e, must have 
failed to note the breathing /, never over «, must have overlooked the 
dot and the wide space following o, and also the translation qui both in 
g and in the original of f. We hold such a concurrence of blunders 
to be practically impossible. To a transcriber of G there is no occasion 
for the least confusion. We do not dwell on the monster eirurrevrnv 
further than to ask : Would the creator of such a prodigy, under such 
conditions, have attempted to improve a plain Greek text that he was 
copying ? If now we inquire after the origin of this error, the answer 
comes instantly. The scribe saw before him .... IOTTIC .... con- 
tinuo scripta. But the was faint on the right, and so was mistaken, as 
so often happens, for 6 ; hence the present F text. It seems very diffi- 
cult, if not impossible, to doubt the correctness of this explanation. 

At 15:9 the two texts are : 

in gentibus et psattam t cantam. nomini tuo et iterutn dicit 
ev. iOvvriv Ktu \f/aXia. ru>. ovofiari o~ov Kat ttclXuv Aeyei 

et nomini tuo cantabo, <rav; Kai. rat. ovo/ian, <rov. tj/aXio 

Of course, it is easy to say that F has changed the Greek order, but 
there is no scintilla of proof that he ever does so ; the evidence is all 
the other way. Moreover, the semicolon (;), the capital K, and the bar 
over <a can none of them come from G, but all point to some other 
source. 

At 15:22 the codices read: 

impediebar multum t plurimum venire ad vos ex multis jam 

evtKonrjv iroXXaK-qv tov eXOuv irpo<r v/uur. kiro iroXXiov 

. . venire ad vos nunc 

axTiav («(T -avow wopevo/juu. tov eXOetv Vfuaxr Nvv 
vero non ulterius locum habens in partibus iregionibus his 
tiZt /Hi;', Kera tottov e\mv ev tout K\rjfi.a<nv rovrour 

desiderium autem habeo veniendi t venire ad vos a mul 
GircuroOeuiv. 8e e\<t> tov ekOuv wpov v/iaxr Axo iroX 

lis annis praecedentibus sedeum proficiscar in hispaniam spe 

\<ov. aiTtav wtravow iropevofuu eur tijv oiranov 6X 

ro per circuiens videre , vos et a vobis 
irvZfli Siairopevofievos Oeaxrao-Oai v/uw Kat atpv/iiav 

81. o. Kat.. eveKOTnjv. iroXXaKi^r. propter quod et impediebar plurimum 

tov. ek$€iv. wooer, v/uur. airo venire advos ex 

woXXtov. atT<iiv. ttxravw. multis jam praecedentibus annis 

vw. a8e. py. KeTeiToirov. nunc ergo ulterius locum non 

«X<iiv. ev. tout. KX-qfiamv. tovtout. habens in regionibus his 
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desiderium autem habeo veniendi erctaroOtiav. Be. e^o). tow. eXBuv. 

advos. Sed cum proficiscar in irpocr. vpxurl,. wopcvo/mi. eux. rqv. 

ispaniam spero in transitu cnravtav. eXiret^io. Bta. wopevo 

videre vos et a vobis fievoa. OecuracrOai. vpacr. i$a.<j>vfi.<iyv. 

We note that G has deleted Ato it. a. <■>. ■*., but F retains awo. it. a m. 
(with vw for vovv); also G inserts tow ekOew v/xacr, but F omits vopevofuu 
r. e. v.; also G inserts Atto. it. a. m. before the second itopevopai, but F 
omits them. 

We pass over minor variations, though not unimportant (as Aw Koi 
and 8t. o. teat., Kai a<j>vfiu>v and ^ufni/uov), and ask: Is the likeness photo- 
graphic? Is it probable that a scribe so ignorant of Greek would have 
departed so far from his original ? Of course, one may always assert 
that F is adapting his Greek to his Latin, but the assertion can never 
be made even probable. In view of the facts already cited it is unpre- 
cedented and beyond belief that he would thus change the text before 
him, even had his Greek knowledge sufficed. It must be added that 
the Vulgate of the Codex Amiatinus differs from F at this point widely, 
so that there is still less reason for imagining the Greek altered to fit 
the Latin. Some late reviser has inserted the marks i, says Scrivener, 
recentissime. 

We have noted only a few of the almost innumerable indicia of 
the non-derivation of F from G that present themselves in Romans ; 
enough, however, to show that they exist, quite as numerous and 
important in the first as in the last of the epistles. We might here 
close this line of argument, but that Zimmer professes to have made a 
special study of Galatians and assures us that there is no sign to be 
found therein of derivation other than from G, unless perchance it be 

the teapot, of F instead of teapot, in G (2 : 8). This instance he considers, 
and rightly finds inconclusive. Just here one is astonished at the 
punctilious conscientiousness of our critic. Surely such scrupulosity 
must have its reward, at least in our absolute confidence in his scien- 
tific fair-mindedness. But alack ! on closer scrutiny our trust is 
rudely shaken. Firstly, it is not quite correct that F* has deviated 
one iota from G ; it is only F** that has written the 1 above the line. 
This, however, is the merest trifle, but it serves well to show how care- 
fully Zimmer strains out a gnat — only to swallow a whole drove of 
camels. For grave discrepancies between F and G abound in Gala- 
tians, and it is these that Zimmer has forgot to mention. 

A striking example is afforded by this very passage (2:8): 
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cut petrus circumcisionis operates est t mihi inter 
6axr irerpoo~ rifr irtpi.Top.rfo- cwqpyrpitv Kafioi eur 

axr. KaOoxr. irerpo. ireptTop-rfo: «v. sicut petro circumcisionis 

1. 
■qpyqatv. xa/noi. cur. ra. cQvrjV operates est el mihi intergentes. 

Here the correct form irerpo(m) is given against the irerpoo- of G ; also 
tj/o- is omitted. Of course one can still assert that F is molding his 
Greek on his Latin last, but this remains mere assertion, neither will it 
explain the omission of r-qo~. 

In 2 : 9 F has re<r . tuAoi for G's rt<r orvXoi. The loss of the <r is 
easy to understand if F be copied from a MS., continuo scripta, since 
then the two <r's would meet ; but not if F be taken from G, where the 
ct's are distinctly apart. 

In 3:17 we find: 

dei in christum quod post cccctos et xxx annos facta est lex 

0u eior xpv o. /xera v, kou. a amj yeyov<oo\ vo 

0. fiera. v. icai. \. airij. yejyo)^ quae post cccc et xxx annos facta 

Here G has mistaken A for A; did F know enough about Greek 

notation to correct him ? Did F know that X stood for 30 in Greek ? 

We cannot believe it. 
in 

In 3 : 23 G has eur rijv correctly and widely separated ; but F has 
toriv! Three variations and the sense annulled, in spite of the in 
written above ! If F so cautiously and so often corrects his Greek by 
his Latin, why did he not let his Latin {in earn /idem) here keep him 
true to his original ? 

Immediately after 0j;vai (vs. 23) F leaves a blank space of nearly a 
line, but G leaves none at all. 

quam eius quae t haben 

In 4:27 G has 77c rifr tprjixov expv, but F omits eprjfxov ; why? 
Because the Latin above is underscored ? This seems an insufficient 
reason. 

In 5 : 6 there stands : 
neque praeputium sed fides per t ex caritatcm 
Ourt aKpofivarux AAAa ■maria 8ta ayairrja 

owe aKpofivo-Tux neque circumcisio aliquid va 

let. Neque prepucium 
aAAa. irtorur. Sia. ayawrjcr. evtp sed fides qua per caritatem ope 

Here it seems evident that F is following his original. He is not 
adapting Greek to Latin, since the aicpo/3voTto corresponds, not to 
circumcisio, but to prepucium. 
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From 5:21 we may learn how and how far F does adapt his Greek 
and Latin to each other : he has dotted pairs of corresponding words. 

In 5 : 23 F omits 61 at the beginning, but has correctly 
spiritu ambulemus 
irvt otoix<>>i>w ; but G has wk rotxapev. Can Zimmer explain the 

falling away of G's 61 or the transference of c to the roix^iiev ? 

In 6 : 1 7 we find clear proof of two facts ; the interlineations are 
not, at least are not all, taken from G ; for the words laboris tnihi 
nemo exhibeat, written over K<nrti<r . fioi . /u^Scicr . Traptxero>., are not in g, 
which agrees with f (nemo mihi molestus sit). Also the scribe has no 
thought of conforming Greek and Latin to each other, for we read : 

tci. tov. kv. rtfimv. iv. x>>- w. to>. ihu in 

And again in vs. 18 tov x?> hut dni, while G has kv. Here F departs 
from G and from his own Latin at the same time. 

When to the foregoing we add the important variant in 5:10, 
already discussed, we see that the divergences between F and G, even 
in Galatians, are by no means inconsiderable, but indicate unmistak- 
ably that G is not the archetype of F. We are not afraid, then, to 
rest our case even on Galatians, where the discrepancies happen to be 
least ; nevertheless, as Zimmer has chosen this epistle, we too may 
make some choice ; let it be the immediately following Ephesians. Of 
course, we can notice only the more signal divergences. 

In 1 : 1 1 G has e/cAi/Gfyjuev, but F e/cXijc'ijcra/nev. The <ra has been 
deleted by dots, but that is not to the point, which is : How could F* 
insert the <ra if copying the G text ? We can imagine no answer, for 
there can be no question of eye-wandering, as there is no era in the 
neighborhood, and the G text is in the first line of its page. To be 
sure, one might ask : How could such a mistake be made in any case? 
We answer that we cannot tell when, or where, or how it was made, 
whether by F* or F' or F", because we do not know what appearance 
the originals presented to the copyist; if we did, the explanation 
might be simple enough. What we do know is that such a blunder is 
quite unintelligible in transcribing the text of G. 

futttro 

In 1:21 G has ptWom. It would seem impossible for anyone to 
make any mistake, if exercising the least care. But F has /xt aXXovri. 
It is inconceivable that anyone could have so transcribed the G text. 
The Latin written above positively forbids anyone to resolve the word 
into /ie and anything else. In this case, moreover, the mistake of F 
is perfectly comprehensible. The text before him was TUIMGAAONTI. 
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He recognized and spaced off the TUI, and thought he recognized also 
the M6, which accordingly he spaced off. The first A he mistook for 
A, as so often happens ; but he seems almost instantly to have dis- 
covered his mistake and deleted the a; then he wrote off the other 
letters, doubtless not understanding them. The koi, of course, he 
recognized and hence set off as a word. 

In 2:1 G has tout irapairrwiuuriv, but F Tov.wapaTTTmfuunv. This 
solecism is interesting, as disclosing F's impenetrable ignorance of 
Greek ; but how did it originate ? Hardly from G, who writes roic. 
But if the text before F read TOIC, then if the lower half of the C was 
a little dim, one might easily read TOY. 

In 2 : 2 we meet with an entirely different phenomenon : 

operan 
ev epyo 
lis in 
VVTOO- tv. K.T.X. 

hujus sptritus. qui nunc opera rovrov. irv<r. tov. vw. evtpy$v 

tur etc. to. k.t.X. 

How excessively unlikely that F should not copy down, but look away 
from the o, at the end of the line in G, back to the v at the beginning 
of the next line, and then combine these two letters, nearly a foot apart 
in G, into the one symbol 8, which is scarcely used ! Especially as 
he was at the end of his own line ! We need not dwell on his omis- 
sion of the final C (in toc); that was perhaps due to confusion, the 
result of the proximity of C in the original to the following 6. 

In 2 : 5 G has : 
gratia estis saluati t salvi facti 
X a P ln ottoi o-eo-uxrixtvoi. 
From this unmistakable original how could F produce 

.u. 
Tl. £<JTa«7£<i)(r_fl£VOt. KOX. (TVV ? 

In 2:15, 16 there are several strange diversities on which we can- 
not dwell. At the close of vs. 18 the line is blank in F thus : 
patrem waTtpa. 

There is no blank in G. 
In 2 119, 20 we find 

sanctorum et 
to)V. aytov Kat 

OlKCtOl TOV Qv «7TOt KoZofl.rfieVTtO' £7Tt TO) OtfUtXlU) 

to), aywov. 15 owcti. oiTg. 0v. «rouco scorum et domestici di super aedifi 

SoixiOcvTeo '. «rt. tg>. Oe/xeXo). cati sufira fundamentum 
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Here the omission of v, giving the impossible rut, is hard to under- 
stand from G, but not from F' (or F"), in which the word was doubt- 
less written TUJ; the stroke — was merely forgotten, overlooked, or 
disregarded. And how shall we understand from G the misdivision in 
otK«. on-tf ? We pass by the / for i\ and the t omitted. 

In 2 : 2 1 we have in G ayiov, but in F ata>v, though sent in the 
Latin. G's 2XION is not easy to misgrasp, especially with sanctum 
above it, but the words A1~I0N and AILUN might be confounded in 
close or shorthand writing, though hardly, we think, by F*, but by 
some predecessor. 

In 3 : 4 the oXnrat in F is hard to derive from the oAAty<o in G. 
This chap, iii begins with Tovrov in G, but with ovrov in F — another 
omission of an initial, wholly inexplicable on Zimmer's hypothesis. 

V. 

In 3:9 G has axwwv p. m., aimvw s. m., but F has omovo>. Here 
the bar in F's original <5 has been disregarded, correction being made 
afterward. 

In 3 : 28 we read : 

sic et viri 

Ovtuxt Ktu 01. avSpeo" 
debent diligere suas uxores ut 

otftikovaiv. aya7rav raa cavrwv ywaiKcur Qo- ra 

lata. Ita et viri de fioa. Ov ruxr. koj. ot. avSjoa. <ro^i 

bent delegere uxores kovaiv. ayawavrcuT. eavrotv. yv 

Here the case seems clear as day. F has taken avSpti for a word, he has 
prefixed the a to o<£iAovow, making the familiar syllable o-<x£. This 
was perfectly natural, if his text was ANAPGICO+IAOYCIN, but it is 
all forever incomprehensible if G lay before him — both the false divi- 
sion, and the omission of the «, and the transference of the <r. 

With this we close our examination of Ephesians. The mind that 
is unmoved by this last example would hardly be moved by any other. 

But there is not one epistle that does not present such phenomena. 
Thus, in Phil. 2:17: 

immolor supra sacrificium et servitutem t obsequium fidei 

irevSopai eiri rrj. 9v<ria Kai karovyia Ti)<r ttuttiimt 

vestrae gaudeo et congratulor 

vfiwv x<upa>. KOt (Twxaipu) K.T.k. 

xat. «. <nrev8opai.. «rt. tij. $v et si immolor supra sacrifici 

ana., kox. Xetjroupyta. rrjer. irurre urn et obsequium fidei 

ma. u/x. x<upa). Kot. aw vestrae. gaudeo et con gratu 
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Here we must note the wrong division in G, corrected in F ; but even 
if F was equal to such a feat (which is impossible, since he has not 
comprehended the word, but has falsely divided it), how shall we 
explain the presence of the p in rovpyta ? F has not understood the 
rare word and naturally has misdivided it ; why then did he, and how 
then could he, correct G's false spelling by inserting p ? Impossible ! 
And why did he circumflex the t, uncircumflexed in G ? But this is 
not all. The contraction of vp*>v into vp. seems very strange for F, 
so feeble in Greek, and in fact almost impossible, for the word is not 
elsewhere contracted ; especially as there is no occasion whatever, the 
line being a short one. We must refer the contraction to some ances- 
tor of F, in which the word occurred at the end of a line probably, 
and there was contracted, as is very common. 

non quae 

In Col. 3 : 2 G presents p-q ra, but F has .p.cya. in spite of non quae 
in f. Such a mistake in copying G seems to press close on the 
bounds of the possible. However, MHTA might easily be misread as 
MHTA, if the left half of the horizontal bar was obscure, and the con- 
fusion of E and H is one of the most frequent of itacisms, made 
centuries before. 

In 1 Thess. 1 : 1 we read : 

paulus et silvanus et timothms 
TTavA.o<r km <ri\j8av<xr kou ripodeoa- 

PAUL US et TTavW. kou. 

a 
Silvanus <«a j8avo<r. 

et ttmotheus ecclesiae kou. ripmOeov. tj/. odcAi/orta 

Here the false division and the mistake of A. for a appear downright 
impossible to a copyist of G; but not to one whose original was 
CIABANOC. 

On the next page of F the confusion of « and tj is worse confounded 
than ever ; there seems to be no explanation in G. 

quam sancti 

In 2:10 G has "• Qo- oaxuxr, but F irpoa. ayuxr. If this be photo- 
graphic likeness, the camera would seem to have been sadly out of 
focus. 

In 2 : 14 F puts a comma at the close of the line, thus : .iw, and 
then leaves half the next line vacant before km. tov. kv. o7r«n. There 
is nothing in G or in the Latin f to suggest or explain this blank ; it 
must have been present in the original of F. 



674 THE AMERICAN JOURNAL OF THEOLOGY 

no 
In 4: 13, after a blank occupied by five >'s, G has Ov 

lumus 

OeXoficv. F has no blank, but begins a line thus : 

f » 

n Nolumus autem vos ignorare MvOeXopcv. Be. vfuur. ayvojiv 

We cannot be sure how this confusion of and M (or of ov and p.rj) 

originated, but everything seems done in F with deliberation, and the 

derivation from G seems impossible. Notice, too, the small « and p.; 

these were placed there as catch letters, showing what letters were to 

be filled in after. F has faithfully copied everything. 

rogamus 
In 2 Thess. 2:1a precisely similar case is seen ; G has Gparmpev, 

but F (at the beginning of a line) tr TTpoyrapev. The 6 of G could 

not be misread as TT. The source of the error cannot be found in 

G, but must be sought in F', which therefore is not G. 

Similarly, in 3 : 1 we find Aoiwov in G, but in F the impossible 

ir TTotjrov, in spite of Decetero in the Latin (f). Here again G is not 

the copy set before F. 

faciam membra meretricis 
In 1 Cor. 6:15 G has TTohjo-oi pe\q wopvtjo'. 

absit an tollens ergo 

My ytv.oiro before H. apa ow, but those five words are omitted by F. 
The old evasion is that F is here adapting Greek to Latin, but there 
is no ground for this claim ; in a thousand other cases they are left at 

variance. 

an t aut 
At 6 : 6 G has H at the end of a line and ovk otSare beginning 
the next. F writes HtfK.oi8a.Te. 

At 9 : 6 G has : 

barna 
kox. fiapva 
non habemus 
/Jour ovk eypp&v; 

but F 

Pa 

1$. fiapva. <r. e. #k e\opxi> e£ov et barnabas non habemus potesta 

How could anyone produce this in copying G ? How overlook the 
j8a in /3ao-, at the beginning of a line ? Why put a period ? Whence 
the e? Is it not plain that the /3a omitted points to some misunder- 
stood contraction? that the e has arisen from some confusion of C 
and 0, between which uncials it stood? The symbol of contraction » 
was almost certainly present in F'. 

neque murmuravunt 

In 1 Cor. 10: 10 G has Mi;8t yoyyv£<i>/ii€v at the end of a line; but 
F has at the bottom of p. 2, folio 44 : 
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perierunt. Neque murmurave awukovro. Mij. St. yoyyvfa> 

and at the top of the next, p. 1, folio 45, 

jutv. KaOoa. reivco: avratv. ritis sicut quidam eorum 

If F copied from G, then the scribe stopped needlessly at the bottom 
of the page, three letters from the end of a line in G, in the middle of 
a word, when there was ample space for pxv in his line, and then 
carried this /uw forward to the top of the next page ! Is this in the 
lowest degree likely ? Common-sense answers, No! It is psychologi- 
cally almost impossible. 

greet greet 

In 12:13 G has Akrprar, but F tX\rp>eo: Did a scribe so densely 

ignorant of Greek know and dare to correct his original thus ? We 
cannot believe it. F** has written greet above, since gentiles appears 
in f. How shall we explain G's blunder? Most probably the A is for 
A and the 6 has heen omitted, as so often, from the margin. We are 
thus carried back, not to G', but to G". The clear indication is that 
F and G have not the same original. 
In 15:35 we find: 

mortui 

01 VCK 

quali autem corpore veniunt insipiens tu quod 
pot. TTomo Be <r<t>ju<m epxovrai. A<pp<av ov o. 
semittas non vivificatur nisi prius moriatur 
<rrtv.p€MT ov fttKwroterai tav p.tj irpurrov aTroOavrj 

mortui. quali autem corpore venient. icpot. iro«i>. St. o-wjuart. epxovrat 
a<ppmv. <ri. o<r. Treipeur. ov £<iM>7rot w insipiens tu quod seminas. non vivi 

utcli. tav. p.r). irpiorov. airoBavq ficatur. Nisi prius moriatur. 

Can any unbiased mind believe that F* would without any ground 
omit the k at the end of the line and prefix it to the beginning of the 
next ? That he could change the correct and unmistakable o. muptur 
into the unmeaning oo- vuptuT, in spite of the translation above ? in 
spite of the period after o? in spite of the fact that the o and the <r 
are separated by nearly a foot ? 
In 1 5 : 49 we read : 

igitur sicut portavimus 
(xpa Ka0a>cr c.<j>ope<rap.tv K.T.K. 

Apa. KaOiao-. e^)opecra/nev ttjv. Ikovo. Igitur sicut portavimus imaginem 

It is improbable and unprecedented that the ignorant scribe should 
transfer the Apa from the margin into the text. 
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In 16:6 the texts stand : 

pertransiero nam Macedonian enim pertransibo 

SteA0ci> McucatSoyiay yap Sitp^o^tai k.t.X. 

ero. Nam macedoniam ptransibo Qui. MaxatSoviav. 8« Sitp\ofuu. 

Here we have an entirely different reading, 8« for yap. All possibility 
of mistaking the last for the first is here positively excluded. More- 
over, here at last the subterfuge, that F is adapting his Greek to his 
Latin, is wholly unavailable, for the Latin has nam, which may render 
the yap of G, but not the St of F. Neither, then, by accident nor by 
design can the F text be derived from G. 

But someone may say that certainly at some time the variation ori- 
ginated, and why not as well when F was written as at any other date? 
We answer : This is not the place to discuss in general the subject of 
New Testament variants ; it is enough to say that we may without great 
difficulty understand their origin at a much earlier period, when the 
scribes were themselves good Grecians ; when they had their own inde- 
pendent opinions about grammar and logic, and even dogma and 
history; when they dared express such opinions, unawed by hoary 
tradition and theories of canonicity and verbal inspiration. But the 
case is altogether another in the midnight of the ninth century, when 
the scribes were deplorably ignorant of Greek, of its syntax, its inflec- 
tions, its orthography; when they could not even divide it into words 
properly, and when the Holy Writ was shielded from profanation by 
the inviolable sanctity of centuries. 

In 2 Cor. 1 : 1 the two codices read : 
paulus apostolus iesu christi per voluntatem dei et 
TTavXoo- awxTToXtxr iv x v ^ ta OeKrifiarov Ov k<u 
Paulus Apsis. TTavXoo-. cwroo-roAoo-. 

per voluntatem Di 81a. QtKi\\us.Toa. 0v. 

Here the case is plain on its face. The omission of tv xv, whether by 
accident or by design, seems out of the question. Whatever we may 
say of F, the Latin (f) here certainly represents an old form, in our 
judgment most probably an older form than either of the others (with 
%v iv and iv x v ) that divide nearly equally the suffrages of authorities. 

2 Cor. 2:1 begins thus: 

slatis iudicavi t statui autem hoc ipsum apud 
t<rrr)Kara. [Gicpiva &e efiavra) me 

hoc ipsum 

X>(rtn<ia 

vrrqKara. Gicpiva. 8«. epai slatis. Statui antem hoc ipsum 

t<o. tovto. To. p.i). iraXiv. ey. Xvm/. apud ut non intristicia ve 



THE PAULINE MANUSCRIPTS F AND G 677 

Here the splitting of efiavrw at the end of a line itself not full is unin- 
telligible in copying from G, where the word ends the line. Notice 
also the breathings on the v's, not in G — an evidence of the great 
painstaking of the scribe. The passage is also interesting as showing 
by its me what is otherwise abundantly evident, that the Greek in G was 
written before the Latin (g). 

gloriandi a » 

In 2 Cor. 5 : 1 2 G has KavxyifaToa, but F has .k.^ijimtoo; with gloriandi 

in f. Here it seems clear as noon that F is not copying from G, whose 
3,u could not be mistaken, but from a MS. in which »cav was abbreviated 
into K with some following slight mark which F did not understand. 
The interlinear av is, of course, a subsequent correction. 
In 2 Cor. s : 1 the MSS. read : 

huius habitationis desoluatur quod habitaculum ex dco ha 

rov okijvowt KaraXvOr). On oucoSofxrjv «k $v t\ 
bemus domum non manufactam aelernam in 

ofiev ouaav ovk ayipowoirrrov. kiwuov cv. tout 

solvatur. qd. aedificationem ex Or/, on. otKoSo/irp'. ck. Qv. e\o 

do habemus. domum non manufactam /mv. ouciav. ovk. a\ipo, m ijtov 

Is this likeness "photographic?" Can any reason be assigned for the 
transposition of the o ? Is it not plain that the F scribe cannot read 
the splendid rare word axipoTroitrrov ? 

nova creatura 
In 2 Cor. 5 : 1 7 G has Kaivi; ktio-ut at the beginning of the line, at 

the top of the page, but F has : 

in xpo nova creatura. Ve «T«<r. tv. XP"*- K£U - vtiktutut. ra. 

Was such an amazing misconception possible to a copyist of G ? Has 
not F* picked out his letters one by one from a MS. continuo scripta 
and fancied he has found the inevitable k<u ? 

in iustis 
In 1 Tim. 1 : 9 G has quite unmistakably AAA apofiotorc ; but F has 

aXho.vofi.ouj . rt. It seems impossible for anyone to fail to observe that 
the AAA has been deleted in G both by dots and by the transverse 
stroke (here omitted). 

The fund of examples like the foregoing seems almost inexhaustible ; 
not so, however, the patience of the reader. We have taken specimens 
from every one of the thirteen epistles. Any one of more than a 
score seems to us practically decisive. If any mind remains yet 
unmoved by their collected force, such a mind is not sensible to con- 
siderations of such nature ; it would find some means to smooth away 
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any discrepancies whatever between isolated passages in the codices, 
no matter how sharp or how numerous they might be. It would seem 
useless, therefore, to develop this phase of the investigation any 
further. 

But even such an intelligence must, we think, yield to the strength 
of the evidence we are now about to bring forward — evidence of an 
entirely different character, derived not from any particular passage, 
but from the general structure of the codices as wholes. We now 
affirm : 

That in their lineation the Greek and Latin {F and f) are adjusted 

to each other with the minutest accuracy, with punctilious care. This 

fact stares at us from every page, and almost from every line. The 

quotations already given have exemplified it a hundred times. Not 

only are the words matched line by line, but the syllables as well. 

When the Greek word is divided, so too is the Latin, almost invariably. 

Of course, the differences in the structure of the two languages, 

especially the absence of articles and the weaker verbal inflection in 

the Latin, render the absolute and uniform matching of the endings 

impossible. To test our assertion we throw F open at random, at fol. 

22, p. 2, and give the words divided at the ends of lines, the dash 

denoting division : 

recon-ciliacionem, Ka-roAAayi;,- as-sumtio, Trpo-Xrjtuj/KT; insert .... ev-tKtv 

. . . . ; ra-dix, pa-£a; frac-ti sunt, KktuT-Qryrav ; in-serar, ev-Ket>rpur$u> ; 

Kai-voi, tl-h; 
incredu-litate, airw-T«a; altum-sapere, vtj/i]-Xo<f>pova; ra-mis, KAa-8a>v; 

emfiajHo-o-etv, permanse-rint ; evKCVTpi<r-Oi}<rovTcu., inse-rentur ; t|-t»«wnpr, 

ex-cisus es ; /aoX-Xov, ma-gis ; tv-Ktv . . . , in-serentur ; ayvo-av, igno-rare; 

luxmjpu-ov, mysteri-um; iriapta-tnui, cae-citas ; w\rfp<ofui, pleni-tudo ; <ru>$i)<r- 

erai, salvus-erit ; H^-ti, veni-et. 

Twenty-one examples on two pages ! 

We have trusted our case to a random opening of the Codex; 
pages much more strikingly illustrative might be found, but these are 
conclusive in their testimony. We do not dwell on this proposition ; 
anyone may easily test it for himself, and perhaps no one will dispute 
it. Either, then, the Latin lines have been adapted to the Greek, or 
the Greek have been adapted to the Latin. We affirm : 

The Latin lines have been adapted to the Greek, and not the Greek 
to the Latin. This proposition is, on its face, very plausible ; it 
would be strange if the original should be fitted to a translation, and 
not the translation to the original. That the Greek leads is shown by 
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the fact that it is placed first (on the left) on the first page of each 
folio. Mote than this, however ; the proposition is proved incontest- 
ably by a variety of considerations. First, the Greek lines are in each 
column almost uniform in length ; the slight variations are doubtless 
due in large measure to contractions and to the varying size of the 
letters in the ancestral MSS. ; the number of letters line by line varies 
within narrow limits. Thus, opening Augiensis at random, fol. 75, 
p. 2, we find the longest line has twenty-five letters, the shortest has 
twenty-one ; but the longest Latin line has thirty-four letters, the 
shortest has only fifteen. Everywhere, in fact, the Latin lines are most 
irregular. The number of letters vibrates between the widest extremes. 
There are many more striking examples than this afforded by our 
random choice, but this is quite sufficient. Indeed, a mere glance at 
almost any page must convince the unprejudiced mind that the Greek 
lines have been made of nearly uniform length, while the Latin fitted 
thereto are wholly irregular. No one will maintain that the Latin 
could have been independently chosen irregularly so as to give a 
regular result in Greek. 

When we come to particular lines, the case appears, if possible, 
even stronger still. There are hosts of examples where it is preposter- 
ous to suppose the Latin determined the Greek. Thus, on the very 
next page, 1 of fol. 76, we find: 

ra. rov. kv. i)p.<t>v. iv. %y. ev. t<i>. ihu. in 

— a normal Greek line, but a Latin one of only five letters. On the 
next page, as one of many: 

rare omnia in K€<fxXe<txra(r6ai, ra. iravra. tvrut. 

On p. 183: 

(.KOpowT. rov. arravpov. rov. ^pv. cos cruris xpi 

But on p. 185: 

era. irpoar <f>u\rj. oaa. cv<^i/jua quae cumque amabilia quae cuque bonae famae 

On p. 193: 

o~u.ovfuvoo~. vwo. rov. vooo- flatus sensu 

But on p. 199 : 

put. yap. avTco. on. e\u. iroXiv urn enim illi perhibeo qd habeat multum 

On p. 231 : 

ofiao-tXevo: rmv. /SoeriXtvovTov rex regum et 
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But on p. 224 : 

justificatum est in spir apparuit ange <o6rj. tv. irvi. oxj>$r]. ayytAow. 

On p. 33 : 

KtvrpurdijcrovTaA. rt\. i'Scta serentur suae 

tXma olivae 

This is of itself conclusive. There was plain reason for writing the 

Greek so; the line was full — twenty-two letters; there was no reason 

whatever for writing the Latin so, except to fit it to the Greek. There 

are scores of such instances. Thus on p. 12: 

Servifacti estis justi 

tide 

and on p. 209 : 

aAAeXoiKT. €v. tout, \oyour. TOV 

TOUT. 

But on p. 7 : 

7i(imv iv xpv & 00 wv. 

As secondary, the Latin is natural; as primary, it is unimaginable. 
Such examples may be accumulated by the hundred ; on the other 
hand, there are no cases where any adaptation of the Greek to the 
Latin is clearly indicated. The length of the Latin lines is some- 
times so excessive that unusual contractions and other devices become 
necessary, as on pp. 39, 69, 75. But perhaps the most curious illus- 
tration of this punctilious adjustment of Latin to Greek is found in 
Gal. 5:9: 

0EO-&U. H. irurpovri. ovk. cktoY ritis. Persuasio non est ex eojjuivo 

koAowt(W. v/hkt. Mik/oo. £u catvos. Modicum fertnen 

fiy. okov. to. <f>vpafia. £v/mh. turn totatn massam corrumpit. 

Here turn has been erased after fermen in the second line and placed 
at the beginning of the third. No other motive seems assignable than 
the desire to match the divided £v-pi) with the divided fermen-tum. 

The question now arises : Who has made this division of the Greek 
letters into lines of practically uniform length, and who has adapted 
thereto the division of the Latin letters and with such extreme care ? 
A positive answer may perhaps never be possible, but a negative one 
is even now certain : it was not the F scribe. For such a division of 
the Latin, to accord so exactly with the Greek, pre-supposes at least a 
respectable knowledge of the latter, a knowledge far transcending 
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what F* displays in dividing into words near the middle of the line. 
It cannot be that a scribe should show himself grossly ignorant of a 
tongue in the middle of the lines, but well-versed in it at the ends. 
Besides, the utter disregard of the Latin in writing the Greek is con- 
spicuous on nearly every page. That F is not guided by his Latin in 
grouping his Greek letters is vivid in 2 Cor. 5:17: 

in xpo nova creatura. Ve ureur. ev. xp<i>. *<u. vyierurur. ra. 

It seems impossible that he should not recognize the correspond- 
ence of in xpo to iv. XP *; a l so ne must have known that km. = et ; 
hence he cannot have tried to divide KaivrfKrurur so as to translate nova 
creatura; and yet he must have known and felt that nova creatura 
represented KaivrjKTuria; if he was carrying along both Latin and 
Greek in his consciousness. The only way to understand the phe- 
nomenon is to suppose that he was picking out his Greek letters 
one by one from a MS. written continuously, and with little or no 
assistance from the Latin. 

Moreover, the division of the Greek itself is in many cases inex- 
plicable as the. work of the F scribe. Thus, opening the codex at 
random at the fol. 75, p. 1, we find a line of twenty-one letters, 
shorter by three or four spaces than the adjacent lines : 
Koivuivtru). 8e. o. KaTexovp.e communicet autetn is qui catezizatur 

Why was the final syllable voo- carried forward to the next line, when 
it would merely have filled out the line itself? Turning back two 
leaves we find at Gal. 4:25: 

e<rrw. ayap. To. yap. <riva. opoa. toriv 
ev. T17. apafiia. -q. (rwjrroi^ 

Here the case lies open on the hand. The first line is full, having 
twenty-two letters, at opocr; also, the line in G ends with opoo-. The 
next line is short, having only eighteen letters. Why then should «mv 
be taken out of the next line in G and almost wedged into this line, 
raising the number of its letters to the excessive sum of twenty-seven, 
whereas had it been kept, as was so natural, on the next line, each 
would have had twenty-two (three) ? The reason of the fact seems past 
finding out so long as we suppose F* himself making the divisions, 
and perversely inscrutable so long as we imagine him copying from G. 
But it is easy to understand, if we suppose the division made long 
centuries before, on the basis of a contracted form of the repeated e<rrw. 
Such cases are without number, many of them more vivid than these 
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just considered. We must conclude, then, that the line-division is not 
original with F. 

This conclusion is corroborated mightily, and, as it seems to us, 
beyond all possibility of debate, by the distribution into paragraphs. 
This latter has been carried out, at least in parts of F, with great 
minuteness and with considerable intelligence. Thus, in Romans, sure 
tokens of such paragraphy are found at 3:21; 4:1; 4:9; 5 : 1 ; 5 : 1 $3 ; 
5:18; 5:20; 6:1; 6:12; 6:15; 6:19; 7:1; 7:4; 7:7; 7:21; 
7:25^; 8:12; 8:26; 8:28; 8:31; 8:35; 8:37; 9:1; 9:6; and so 
on. In i Corinthians at 1:9; 4:1; 5:1; 6:1; 7:1; 7:25; 8:1; 
8:9; 9:4; 9:24; 10:18; and so on. In 2 Corinthians at 2:12; 
4:7; 6:11; 7:5; and elsewhere. In Galatians at least at 3 : 24. In 
Ephesians at 2 : 19 ; 3 : 1 ; 4 : 1 ; 6 : 23. In Philippians at 2 : 19 ; 4:4. 
In Colossians at 2 : 20; 3 : 12. In 1 Thessalonians at 4:1; 4:13; 5:1; 
5:12. In 2 Thessalonians at 2 : 1 ; 3 : 6. In 1 Timothy at 1 : 8 ; 1:18; 
3:8. In 2 Timothy at 1:10; 4:1; 4:17. In Titus at 2 : 1 ; 2:6; 
3:1. In Philemon at vs. 17. There are many others, about which we 
may be confident, but not quite certain. 

Now these divisions, be it observed in passing, do not at all corre- 
spond to the divisions in G, which are indicated by such marks as 
> > > . Hence it seems extremely unlikely that either codex should be 
copied from the other, or, in fact, that they should both have the same 
proximate original. Furthermore, it is superfluously manifest that F* 
is not the author of these divisions. For in a large number of cases 
the initial letter of the paragraph has been omitted in Greek or in 
Latin, or in both. In some cases space has been left for a capital. In 
a few cases this letter has been inserted in brackets by a much later 
hand. We have already discussed several examples of these phenomena, 
among the most important that arrest our attention in the study of this 
codex. To us the whole body of such facts appears quite incompre- 
hensible, save only on the hypothesis that F has been copied (mediately 
or immediately) from a MS. in which these paragraphs were signalized 
by capitals written most probably in the margin, as in D, and perhaps 
ornately, in brilliant inks. Such letters would naturally be left unwritten 
at first, to be filled in afterward, and in some cases might be forgotten 
or overlooked and so might fall out altogether. Clear indications of 
such a course of events yet survive in our codex. In several cases a 
very small letter is found in the margin opposite the same letter 
capitalized in the text. Thus, to cite an instance not hitherto men- 
tioned, at Phil. 2 : 19, as the last line of fol. 88, p. 1, we have : 
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pax. rax. fioi. mini mihi. 

e GXm&o. Se, ev. xp<°- l1 f- t«/io S Sfiero autem in dno ihu timo 

Here the small letters seem plainly intended as guides for the later 
insertions. They were certainly copied from F's archetype. For in F 
the capitals are only slightly distinguished from the common letters. 
We cannot think of anyone's leaving a blank to be filled in so insig- 
nificantly. In the example given above there is no space left blank in 
G, there is no comma after S«, and no 17 in id. In several cases both 
the small letter and the initial are wrong, where the G text is correct 
and altogether unmistakable. Thus at 1 Thess. 4:1: 

avrov ejus. 



IV 



1 

TTowrov. ovv. aJ&e\<f>ov. t/tKi>ra>/i,ev. d Decetero ergo frs. rogamus 



Here there is no space left in G (whose line closes with a8eX<£oi), no 
new paragraph, and the Aowrov is unequivocal. In a word, for none of 
the singularities in question is there to be found anywhere any 
explanation in G, which, at the points in question, presents nothing 
peculiar. 

In general, then, the paragraphy in F is neither derived nor 
derivable from that in G. But in at least one case of decisive moment 
there is a perfect agreement of the two codices that points back 
unerringly to a common parentage, however remote. In 1 Cor. 6 : 1 
we read 

audet aliquis 
OX/ua TMT 

OX/iano-. v\lwv .... Videt aliquis .... 

Here the T has been dropped from both, and the o capitalized. Indis- 
putably, then, the division at this point was already made in their 
prototype. Hence we may infer with confidence that the paragraphs 
in F were already present in the archetype. For one such division 
implies many, and F* would scarcely have observed such a division 
once and once only. Also, the fact that G, too, has made the mistake 
of dropping the T proves clearly that the occasions for such misunder- 
standings actually existed in the originals of both F and G, and thus 
confirms our diagnosis of the whole situation. We believe that this 
blunder dates back more than one codical generation, as indicated by 
the capital 0, and also by F's videt for audet. It seems hardly likely 
that even Zimmer will explain OX/ta for ToX/ia as the result of assimi- 
lation to the (yet) unwritten audet above! 
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These omissions of initials are of such deep significance and such 
vital consequence that it seems well to give a list of them, at least 
nearly complete : 
Rom. 4:9, B IroraBeaiitudo, no space left. 

5 : 1 $b, E from E«, S from Si, no space left. 

5 : 18, A from Apo, /from Igitur, space left. 

6:1, T from Tt, large space left, [Q] (recentissima manu). 

6:12, N from Non, space left. 

6: 15, Q from Quid, space left. 

6: 19, o in space for A, H from Humanum, space left. 

7:1, H'va. margin (secunda manu) followed by space, A in (An), (r.m.'). 



7:4, w in margin (s. m. 3 ), 

8 : 1 2 A from Apa, 

8 : 26, (0) rec. manu, 

8 : 28, from Oida/ier, 

8:31, T(s. m.), 

8:35,T(*. m.), 

8 : 37, A from AXKer, 

9:1, A from AXi/ftoi-, [V] (r. ;».). 

9:6, from Owe, 

9 : 20, Q in margin, an important confirmation. 



I in [league (r. m.). 
E from Ergo, no space. 
S from Similiter, space left. 
5 from Scimus, no space. 
Q from Quid, no space. 
<2 from Quis, no space. 
6" from Sed, no space. 

iV from Non, no space. 



9:19, 

9 : 30, T in Tt (s. m.), 
10 : 1, A in ASekipot (s. m.), 
10: 14, 
10:19, 

n:7. 

11 : 16, 

11 :22, 

11:25, 

1 1 : 33. a in margin ; 

12:1, II from IIopoKaXci); 

12 : 16, M from Mij (p in marg.) ; 

13:1, n from IIa<ro«r («• in m., s. m.) ; 

13:8, M from MifieKi (p in m.) ; 

14:1, [TJOJ- (t in m., j. m.) ; 

14: 10, 



D from Dicis, no space. 
Q in [Q~]uid (s. m.). 
F in \F~\ratres (s. m.). 
Q in \_Q~\ptomodo (s. m.). 
S in \_S]ed (s. m.). 
Q from Quid, no space. 
Q from Quod, space left. 
V from Vide, no space. 
7V from Non, no space. 
[O] (recentissime). 
O in [<9]fc^rn> (recentissime) 
N from Nolite, no space. 
in [OJwwi'toi (r. «?.). 
A'' from Nemini, spaces. 
/ in [/ytfirmum (r. m.). 
T from Tu, no space. 
D in [.£>]<?&?/««.? (r. m.). 



15:1, O j. m. / o in marg., p. m. ; 

15:14, n from Herurpai, no space (*■ in m., s. m.)\ C in [Confido] (s. m.). 

15 : 25, N from Nuk, no space (r in m.); TV in \N] (r. m.). 

15:30, II from napojcdKa, no space (ir in m., s. m.) ; O from Obsecro, space. 
"/. c, recentissima manu. 
3 1, e., secunda manu. 
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16:1, S from Su, no space (<r in m., j. m.) ; C in [Ctymmendo (r. m.). 
16:3, A from Affv<ur0<u. (o in m., j. m.), no space; S from Salutate, 

no space. 
16 : 17, II from nopaxoXw (x in m„ J. «?.) ; R from A>£)s>, no space. 

1 Cor. 5:1, O in \O\pnnino (r. m.). 

6 : 1, T from TOX/ua, no space; Videt for Audet. 

2 Cor. 10: 4, -A^in [N]am (r. m.). 
Eph. 3:1, T from Toutou, no space. 

1 Thess. 4:1, ILonrov for Aoixok (x and 8 in marg., p. mS). 

4:13, Mv8eXopei> for Ov 8eXoi&v (n and /» in marg., /. m.). 

2 Thess. 2:1, Hpurriaiuv for Epwrw/aei' (x and R in marg., s. tn. ?). 

3:1, noixoK for AotxoK (x in marg., s. m.). 
2 Tim. 1 : 13, T from tUorwrovny (both F and G). 
Tit. 1 : 5, T from Toutow, no space. 

2 : 1 , S from S«, no space. 

2 : 6, T from Towr, no space. 

3 : 1, T from Txo/wt/unjir, no space, A from Adtnone, space. 
Phil. vs. 4, E from Ewx<»/'««"'w > no space, 
vs. 1 7, E from Ei, no space. 

Similar omissions are found in the Latin of Hebrews; as E from Et, 
4:15; Q from Qua ^propter, 6:i;H from //ft, 7:1. 

Here is a very large body of very closely related facts; some gen- 
eral explanation must answer for all ; in G there is no hint at any 
explanation of any. Inasmuch as the phenomena in Greek and Latin 
(F and f) are so exactly parallel, and inasmuch as the same are still 
present in Hebrews, where there is no Greek text, we seem irresistibly 
driven to assume the same kind of original for both F and f — an 
original widely different from G, and of which our present codex 
Augiensis is a practically exact copy. Hereby is established anew and 
on independent basis our previous conclusions that the Greek and 
Latin lines had been precisely and intelligently adjusted to each other 
in the archetype of our present codex. Therefore, that archetype was 
not G, in which no such adjustment whatever exists. 

Even this is not all, however. We have yet another proof, entirely 

different, but equally decisive. The fact that F is copied line for line 

from its prototype is set in clear relief by the fact that occasionally 

whole lines have been omitted and then inserted at the foot of the 

page. Thus, at Rom. 11:8,9 we rea( ^ : 

aKoveiv. tuxr. T-ipr. (njixepov Audiant usque in hodier 

/• /■ 

\cyti. ytvr)Orfr<i>. H. rpatrc^a. num diem Et david 

avriov. cur. irayiSa. koi. cur. dicit fiat tnensa 

4 1, e., prima manu. 
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Then at the bottom of the page we find : 

cOvow. iro<ra>. /taAAov. to. diminutio coram divitiae 

/■ /• 

r/iMcfKUT. kcu SavlS gentium quanto magis 

Here it seems that every shadow of doubt is excluded. The eye of 
the scribe wandered and skipped the Greek line ijnepaxr. rat 8avi8, but 
not the corresponding Latin, num diem. Et david. Hence through 
the rest of the page the Latin matches, not the Greek line, but the 
next above. At or before the end of the page the scribe discovers his 
mistake and inserts the omitted line at the bottom. Observe that the 
Latin and Greek flow on, each in its own channel and each undisturbed 
by the other, in Leibnitzian pre-established harmony. In G the 
omitted line appears precisely in the middle of a line, and there is no 
explanation for its omission in copying. 

A similar phenomenon is met with at 2 Cor. 12 : 10 : 

ram xy At. o. tuoWeu. cv* xpi. Propter qd. placeo mihi* 

a 

ev. av. yicaur. ev. oWyjiow. in necessitatibus in persecutionibus 

Then at the bottom of the page, separated in each of the two columns 
from what is above by a horizontal bar having the width of the column 
itself, we find : 
b aa&eviaur. fi.ov. ev. vfipeviv. *in infirmitatibus in contumeliis 

Here the scribe seems first to have omitted the Greek line, but to have 
discovered his blunder before writing the corresponding Latin ; accord- 
ingly he has placed both lines at the bottom and so has preserved the 
correspondence throughout. The secret of both omissions is thus an 
open one. They demonstrate incontrovertibly, what is already twice 
proved, that the Graeco-Latin alignment in the Augiensis was already 
present in the pattern that lay before the scribe. It should be added 
that half of the omitted line forms the end of one line, and half the 
beginning of the next in G, so that we cannot imagine how it could 
have been omitted by any wandering of the eye in cepying from 
that MS. 

Moreover, on the face of it the proposition seems extremely 
improbable that the densely ignorant F scribe should take his Greek 
from one MS., but his Latin from another, though the first MS. con- 
tained both Greek and Latin, and should then adjust these independent 
texts to each other, line by line, word by word, syllable by syllable, 
though he certainly did not understand the Greek text he was thus 
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dividing. Improbable, did we say ? The proposition is more properly 

called incredible, and nothing less than perfectly apodeictic proof 

could recommend it to our acceptance, No semblance of such proof 

is forthcoming. 

We must not close this discussion without some reference to Hort's 

citation of a most corrupt passage, 2 Tim. 1 : 13, in proof of the alleged 

dependence of F on G. He holds that it is impossible for two scribes 

a) 
to have produced the same monstrosity : TTorvirovow «x<u vyeur envoy 

tw Aoyan' from the correct text : Yironnraxiw e\e vyuuvovrmv Xoycov; hence 
he infers that the one must have copied from the other. It seems 
amazing that such a past-master in criticism should perpetrate such a 
paralogism. Hort assumes that the text in the originals of F and G 
was the now accepted text, but this assumption is utterly baseless. It is 
practically certain that the corrupted text of F and G had already 
existed for centuries in the originals of those MSS. How the corrup- 
tion originated it is not necessary to inquire. We venture to suggest, 
however, that the dropping of the Y is merely another example of the 
frequent loss of the initials and points back to a MS. in which the 
word began a paragraph, as does the capital 7T, and that the vyuur 
e/xvcov represents an ancient variant, possibly vym cre/xvuiv, the bar of 
course denoting omission. In any case, Hort's argument falls in ruin 
as soon as its false base is removed. 

There is no escape then from the conclusion that the archetype of 
F offered the same division into lines as we now see in F itself. But 
that division is merely quantitative, into lines of about equal length, 
without any regard to words or sense ; in particular, it is not sticho- 
metric. On the other hand, G presents a division, not denoted by lines, 
but by capitals, that is, not quantitative, but according to sense : that is, 
stichometric. We know of no other way to understand the capitalization 
in G. The stichometry may not be perfect, but it seems certainly to be 
present. So again the archetypes of the two codices are seen to go 
asunder. Apparently F would seem to represent the older tradition, 
but we have not space to follow up these indications. They are not 
negatived by the coincidence of the larger gaps in the two MSS.; for 
there is no reason why such gaps should not be propagated through 
several generations of MSS. 

There remain many other interesting, important, and difficult 
questions, which cannot be taken into consideration for the present. 
Among them one of the most puzzling concerns the original grouping 
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of the letters into words. It appears strange that anyone could make 
such atrocious blunders and yet so often be right. It seems certain 
that some of the errors in grouping reach far behind either F or G, 
behind even the Latin translations. Thus in 2 Tim. 2:17 we read : 
et sermo eorum ut cancer serpit, and this presupposes kox o Aoyocr avrmv 
too- yavypa. iva. vofi-qv. e|«, in particular, the misdivision yavypa. iva of 
both F and G. But on this we cannot enlarge. The object of this 
study is attained in the demonstration, with mathematical rigor, that 
the Codex Augiensis reproduces its archetype with servile fidelity, and 
that the archetype in question was not the Codex Boernerianus. 



